has resulted in sustainable development being generally accepted within the profession as a valid framework with respect to both planning policies and planning process. Still, despite the logic of sustainable development and its recognized relationship to planning, there continues to be difficulty incorporating the full range of its dimensions into local planning policies and programs. For example, Berke and Manta Conroy (2000) found no significant differences in terms of policies and strategies between planning documents with sustainable development as an organizing concept and those without. Jepson (2003) 
A landmark with respect to the interface between planning and sustainable development was Scott Campbell's 1996 paper. This paper held integration of the two to be necessary and essential and proposed a conceptual schematic that required planners to find and translate into land use strategies the intersecting point of economy, environment, and social equity. Campbell's work built on the solid foundation that had been laid by the writings of Beatley (1995) , Berke (1995) , Rees (1989 Rees ( , 1995 , Harper and Stein (1995) , Spain (1995) , Berke and Kartez (1995) , and others, in which the theoretical connection between North American planning and sustainability was being explored and developed. Further theoretical enhancement and connection to practice in follow-up writings (Jepson 2001; Berke and Manta Conroy 2000; Hart, Mazzotta, and Kellman 1999; Beatley and Manning 1997; Thomas and Furuseth 1997; others) has resulted in sustainable development being generally accepted within the profession as a valid framework with respect to both planning policies and planning process.
Still, despite the logic of sustainable development and its recognized relationship to planning, there continues to be difficulty incorporating the full range of its dimensions into local planning policies and programs. For example, Berke and Manta Conroy (2000) found no significant differences in terms of policies and strategies between planning documents with sustainable development as an organizing concept and those without. Jepson (2003) reported that, while communities are engaging in the enactment of many policies and tech-niques that are consistent with sustainable development, few show evidence of successfully integrating all three of the "E's" of sustainable development (i.e., economy, environment, and equity). The purpose of this paper is to try to explain this lack of full integration of planning and sustainable development through an examination of worldviews and human nature, and to use this information to inform the strategy of planners who may want to advance a sustainable development agenda.
PLANNING FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT-INHERENTLY PROBLEMATIC
Despite strong evidence of the need to more fully balance the needs of society and economy with those of the environment as is called for under sustainable development, opinion remains divided regarding what sustainability is and how it should be used as a conceptual guide for the formulation of public policy. The reasons this continues to be the case are complex and multifaceted. Of principle significance is the existence of two cultural foundations, each of which tends to cause a repudiation of a more sustainable approach to the human development challenge. The first foundation is our Judeo-Christian religious philosophy, which sharply separates man from nature and holds the former as having dominion and rights of exploitation over the latter. Under this perspective, human beings are viewed as being entitled to use nature in a way that is most beneficial to our welfare, with little or no regard for other considerations. The other foundation is the empiricist tradition, in which nature is viewed as mechanistic and something that can and should be manipulated by human beings for our benefit. Emerging from that tradition is a scientific method that is reductionist and tends to encourage fragmentation rather than the integration which is so essential to the sustainable development framework (Carley and Christie 1993, 69-71; Beatley 1989) .
From these two cultural foundations has emerged a worldview that has been labeled "expansionist" (Rees 1995) . As the dominant social paradigm, it views human system growth as virtually unlimited and mechanistic due to the unique capacity of human beings to utilize, adapt, and innovate and the controlling effects of prices. Its strength is reinforced by several observed human tendencies. Under its infinite growth precepts, our inherent disinclination to extend our sphere of concern either temporarily or spatially is much more easily accommodated (Garbarino 1992, 15; Nijkamp, Lasschuit, and Soeteman 1992; Dubos 1981, 84) . Its mechanistic character also makes it more possible for us to "tune out long-term trends over which (we) have no control" (White 1994, 24) and to let our preferences be the guide to our decisions rather than the facts (Jones 1996) , both of which have been identified as human tendencies. Finally, its alleviation of a sense of personal responsibility (each of us behaving within the context of automatic systemic adjustments) is consistent with a human nature that desires to be compensated for something that we have lost but not to pay for its recovery (Kartez 1989) .
Still, the inherent strength of the expansionist perspective has not prevented the emergence of an alternative ecological perspective. This perspective holds that there are limits to the ability of the natural environment to support human beings and that the level and character of human activity must be tempered by an appreciation of the effects of that activity on natural resources and characteristics (Rees 1995; Wackernagel and Rees 1996; Costanza 1989) . It draws from several sources of thought, or viewpoints, one of which involves a repudiation of the Judeo-Christian tradition of man's dominion over nature based on a reinterpretation of various biblical passages (Beatley 1989) . It is also rooted in the love of nature for its own sake that can have an almost spiritual quality, traceable to eighteenth-and nineteenth-century sentiments of nostalgia and appreciation (Dwyer, Schroeder, and Gobster 1994; Platt 1994; Jacobs 1991, 9; Lynch 1981, 255) . Still a third foundation is a utopian tradition that seeks to integrate human beings into their environment in a way that is more conducive to the full range of their needs and their nature (Spain 1995) . Finally, the ecological perspective is the product of simple logical reflection, namely, a recognition that unconstrained consumption of limited resources will lead inevitably to Garret Hardin's "tragedy of the commons" and social chaos (Ruckelshaus 1989). 1 Within the context of these two competing worldviews, economics has had a preeminent role in the interpretation of sustainable development as a possible model for the human system. Perhaps this is only natural, for both ecology (from which the theory of sustainability is derived) and economics share the same conceptual concern with the flow of energy and resources among and between users within a system (Rees 1992) . Within the field of economics, there is a fundamental split into two camps that essentially corresponds to the two worldviews previously discussed. Corresponding to the expansionist framework is the conventional viewpoint, or neoclassical, which revolves around the concepts of discounting and market. Corresponding more to the ecological framework, or at least admitting more of its principles of accommodation and moderation, is the so-called steady-state model and the resource economics branch of economics.
As a manifestation of the dominant expansionist perspective, neoclassical economics tends to dominate our public policies at all levels of government, from the local through to the national, and even international, levels. Essentially, the neoclassical school holds that the economic system is circular and self-regulating and consists of supply and demand functions that are the result of universal laws and susceptible to mathematical formulation. Included among neoclassical precepts are that the economic system exists in isolation from both nature and the rest of society, and that it can be studied apart from those; that production can expand indefinitely, limited only by the range of human ingenuity; that market price is the most efficient mechanism for the allocation of resources and commodities among competing users; that the appropriate focus of inquiry is the individual; and that the "maximization objective" causes individuals to be interested in optimizing their level of satisfaction, resulting in a tendency to "discount" future benefits (Gottlieb 1995; Rees and Roseland 1991; Ayres and Kneese 1989; Costanza 1989; Daly and Cobb 1989, 46; Norgaard 1989; Barbier 1987) . This reliance on price as a measure of value also leads to an assumption that manmade and natural capital are interchangeable (known as the "substitution principle") (van den Bergh and van der Straaten 1994; James, Nijkamp, and Opschoor 1989) .
Significant divergence from the dominant neoclassical viewpoint began to emerge after the relationship between ecosystem theory and economics was brilliantly portrayed by Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen. In his 1971 treatise, Georgescu-Roegen posits that-in accordance with the second law of thermodynamics-the resource consumption inherent in economic activity (as it is in any productive activity) results in an increase in entropy in the natural environment on which it depends (as is the case with any so-called living system) for resources and the disposal of wastes (Ekins 1993; Proops 1989) . About this same time, Garrett Hardin (1968) also authored a paper on the "tragedy of the commons," the basic tenet of which is that resource exhaustion/degradation (i.e., of the "commons") tends to be a natural consequence of rational economic decision making and is only preventable through public/communal regulation (Meadows, Meadows, and Randers 1992, 188) .
Both of these together laid the groundwork for the introduction in the early 1970s of the "steady-state model" by Herman Daly. Essentially identical to the "stationary state" model that was originally presented nearly 100 years ago by the classical economist John Stuart Mill (de Steiguer 1995) , the steady-state model involves a resource-based, rather than a price-based, definition of scarcity. Under this model, scarcity is defined as a function, not of the marketplace but of the availability of a resource in relation to the amount of effort required to obtain it (Daly 1968) . Thus, the core characteristic of a steady-state economy is that its scale is limited by the availability of natural resources (van den Bergh and van der Straaten 1994), meaning that its growth should be tied to the rates at which renewable resources can be regenerated, nonrenewable resources can be replaced by renewable resources, and wastes can be assimilated (Daly 1989) .
The significance of Daly's model lies in the fact that it denies the basic expansionist premise that the economy exists outside the limits of the natural environment. Rather, it holds that manmade and natural capital are complementary rather than substitutable, that is, both are needed (Rees 1995; Daly and Cobb, 1989, 75) . This requires consumption and growth to be artificially restrained at some "minimum acceptable level" that is determined by the availability of natural resources rather than the forces of supply and demand (Tisdell 1988) . Furthermore, since the physical expansion of the economy is viewed as having limits, growth can no longer be assumed to be the solution to poverty. Public policy derived from the steady-state model would, therefore, focus on improving the economy in a qualitative sense, so that it becomes more efficient in terms of production and more equitable in terms of distribution (Carley and Christie 1993, 41; Rees 1990, 16; Daly 1989) .
Resource economics offers a means by which such concepts can be integrated into public decision making. Drawn from the institutionalist school of economics, which holds scientific reductionism to be useless and counterproductive, it calls for a theoretical structure that looks at the entire pattern of institutional interactions that produce public policy. Such pattern is defined not just by market exchanges (which are important) but also by individual habits, customs and morals, the application of technology, and organizational management. The theoretical focus is on the whole of society, with the intent being the uncovering of the full range of "working rules," or institutional interactions, which guide it toward a particular future (Chasse 1986, 773; Commons 1931, 650) . Since the purpose of such working rules is to maintain the "going concern" (i.e., the nation/state/organization) (Rutherford 1983, 723) , it becomes proper and appropriate for society to replace the present, faulty pattern of decision making with a new, improved pattern that incorporates social and environmental, as well as economic, values. (See Biddle 1990; Dugger 1984 .) Consistent with these institutionalist school principles, resource economics is directly concerned with the development of methods for the accurate valuation and effective allocation of public amenity resources (Harris and McGown 1990) .
Is a True Definition Possible?
With two very different worldviews guiding our thoughts and (by extension) our behavior and our collective public policies, it is not difficult to understand why a universally accepted definition of sustainable development has not been forthcoming. Each of us carries in our hearts and minds some parts of both the expansionist and the ecological perspective. Who is immune to wanting a larger house or a larger car, yet who does not also think (at least to some extent) of the waste that accompanies ostentatious consumption? An example of how this can be played out in local public policy is a discussion that recently occurred among the city council members of an American city regarding a "living wage." Proponents (of which there were many) were pushing the city to adopt a higher wage to protect its lowest paid workers from a condition of poverty. The councilor's voice that held sway in the debate asked, "How can the city intervene in what is a natural function of supply and demand?" She wondered why the wage should be raised if there are enough people applying for the jobs at the current lower wage. She even proposed that the city had no right to intervene in such a way! Issues of fairness and rightness did not hold sway; what mattered was the market. Thus, the neoclassical worldview was used to justify and maintain a current public policy that probably left families in poverty.
The key in the above example is not that there were two sides squared off, each representing one of the prevalent worldviews. Rather, what is most significant is that the argument derived from the expansionist (i.e., neoclassical, price-based) perspective prevailed. Certainly, the councilor with the swaying argument is not immune to considerations of fairness and rightness; however, the strength of her dominant worldview was overpowering.
This competition between the two worldviews can be seen in the definitional efforts associated with sustainable development. Evidence of the dominant expansionist perspective can be found in definitions that emphasize the achievement of human objectives such as those relating to consumption levels, economic benefits, individual happiness, and community "consciousness" (Despotakis, Giaoutzi, and Nijkamp 1992; Daly 1989; Smit and Brklacich 1989; Barbier 1987) . On the other hand, evidence of the ecological perspective is revealed in definitions that contain a preponderance of references to maintaining environmental stocks and assets and ongoing systemic functioning (Rydin 1992 ). There are also some definitions that attempt to bridge the gap between the two worldviews. For example, Meadows, Meadows, and Randers (1992, 209 ) define a sustainable society as "one that has in place informational, social and institutional mechanisms that keep check on . . . feedback loops." An implicit assumption in such a viewpoint is that our current (expansionist) society can be made compatible with sustainability. The definition proposed by Kinsley (1994) suggests the direct incorporation into human development policy of such ecosystem concepts as "ecological threshold" and "carrying capacity," the latter of which is used by Girardet (1992, 177) in conjunction with the sociological term "quality of life." By combining terms from both viewpoints, there is the implicit assumption that the two can be merged.
However, the definition that is most frequently cited and widely accepted is one proposed by the Brundtland Commission in its landmark report Our Common Future: Sustainable development is "development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs" (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987, 43) . This definition raises as many questions as it answers. How are "needs" defined? How far into the "future" must we extend our concern? How can we know what will result in future generations being "compromised"? One person's range of "needs" may include a sport utility vehicle, another's may not, and neither preference is inherently inconsistent with this definition. One person may argue that two generations is "out" far enough, another may want to extend it 1,000 years; present behavior will be drastically different under one perspective than under the other. Notice also its intrinsic anthropocentric character: nothing is included about the "needs" of the environment or of other biological entities. Presumably, a future world in which monoculture forests have replaced biologically diverse ones is acceptable, so long as human beings can survive. Clearly, since this definition accommodates both the expansionist and ecological perspectives, the battle between the two worldviews is left unresolved, or at least unaddressed. This vaguely descriptive statement, then, becomes the only acceptable "true" definition of sustainable development. It is left as a concept that is open to interpretation. Perhaps this is so because, as Scruggs (1993, 3) maintains, it is in the nature of all major concepts that encompass human ideals-such as liberty or democracy-to be "subject to diverse interpretation." A more likely explanation, though, is that it is the only definition that is possible, given the current competition-at both the social and the individual levels-between the expansionist and the ecological worldviews. Such vagueness serves to protect the dominance of the former while accommodating (without necessarily furthering) the yearnings of the latter.
Is Integration of the Two Worldviews Possible?
So long as the expansionist worldview continues to be dominant, it is unlikely that sustainable development can emerge as an effective framework for public policy. The Brundtland definition will continue to serve as the guide to our "sustainable" future, despite its clear inadequacy in that regard. The question becomes, what is the possibility that these two worldviews can be integrated into one that builds on the strengths of both?
In the view of many scientists and policy analysts, the two worldviews are so fundamentally different that their integration is impossible (Rees 1995) . As proposed by Rees, sustainability "poses a far more serious challenge to many of society's most basic beliefs and analytical concepts than most mainstream planners and policymakers have been prepared to contemplate so far" (p. 347). Rather, what is widely perceived to be needed is a paradigm shift, that is, a radical change in our thinking and our personal and collective behavior.
In exploring the potential for paradigmatic integration, it may be useful to start with the field of economics, due to the prominence of its effects on public policy.
At present and as previously noted, institutional/ resource economics is perceived as an alternative rather than a complement to the mainstream, neoclassical school. However, there have been some efforts to achieve an integration of the two paradigms. One such effort is reflected in the "weak" and "strong" sustainability debate, where there is agreement on both sides that the economy should no longer be viewed as open. However, the more basic question regarding limits to growth remains unresolved, since manmade and natural capital are viewed as substitutes under the "weak" perspective and complements under the "strong" (Rees 1995; Haughton and Hunter 1994) .
Another example of attempted paradigmatic integration is the emergence of "ecological" and "environmental" economics, in which the neoclassical paradigm is expanded to incorporate negative environmental externalities as a cost of economic activity (de Steiguer 1995; Jacobs 1991; Costanza 1989) . Such a perspective has the potential to protect the resource base as well as provide for the pricing of goods and services so as to protect against their depletion. Related to this is the agreement among many economists that the importance of many benefits is not accurately measured by the market, resulting in an inadequate regulation of their consumption. One approach rooted in this recognition has been the substitution of "utilization" value for "cash" value, which makes it possible to reduce the rate of resource consumption without necessarily subverting the maximization objective that is so strongly imbedded in the neoclassical school (Daly and Cobb 1989; Stone 1973) .
The discounting of future benefits is another concept that has been targeted for attention. Under the neoclassical school, discounting is considered to be equally applicable at both the individual and collective decision-making levels. However, economists increasingly recognize that discounting should not be a factor in public policy decisions because it makes no sense (Jacobs 1991; Daly and Cobb 1989) and because it will inevitably lead to the overexploitation of resources and a failure to provide for the future (Howarth 1995; James, Nijkamp, and Opschoor 1989; Norgaard 1989; Tisdell 1988) .
These examples are evidence that the mainstream, neoclassical school of economics has the potential to evolve into a framework that is more consistent with the ecological worldview. However, how far can such a transformation be expected to go? Despite the fact that both institutional economics and steady-state economics have been around for a long time, their impact on the neoclassical school as it is predominantly practiced has not been significant. According to Brown (2001) , "the gap between economists and ecologists in their perception of the world as the new century begins could not be wider" (p. 5). The commitment to growth does not seem to be affected by worsening environmental and social conditions (Daly, 1996) . Capitalism stubbornly refuses to assign any value to the natural capital stocks that it liquidates (Hawken, Lovins, and Hunter Lovins 1999) . All of this is evidence the neoclassical school is not being fundamentally changed (i.e., the two worldviews are not really being integrated).
This failure of integration in the economic realm leads to an exploration of noneconomic realms. Ironically, the rationale for such an exploration outside economics is derived from one of its own schools of thought, namely the institutional, with its proposition that the so-called working rules of a society's institutions (including economic) derive from the conditions of culture. This implies that people's values and beliefs are the determinants of how their institutions will function. Thus, as people change, so will society's institutions.
Drawing again from Rees (1995) , the integration of the two worldviews is possible. While the expansionist worldview tends to rely on an inductive, linear model to understand the world, the model under an ecological worldview is more systemic and deductive. These two models differ fundamentally in that the former views nothing as being objectively unknowable, while the latter views much of nature and the world as being so.
Clearly, this dimension of the two worldviews can be integrated by a cultural embracing of the proposition that reason and logic are an acceptable basis for decision making in those instances when scientifically proven evidence is not available or the scientific method is inadequate. This is the essence of the widely proposed "precautionary principle" (Harris et al. 2001, 8) .
Another basic difference between the two worldviews is their attitudes about human beings and time. The expansionist worldview has as its principle frame of reference the individual in the present, whereas the ecological worldview is focused on the collective, both now and in the future. While these attitudes would seem to be inherently conflicting, further reflection reveals that this is not necessarily the case. Again, what is required is a differentiation between that which is knowable and that which is not knowable, as well as an understanding of the difference between people behaving as consumers (decisions based on preferences) as opposed to citizens (decisions based on values) (Blamey and Common 1994; Jacobs 1991) . Under decision-making conditions approaching full knowledge, preference may be an acceptable criteria; however, under conditions of uncertainty, decisions must be made on the basis of values, since it is necessary to extend concern beyond the present and the individual. Such a proposition finds support in the neoclassical school assumption of "perfect knowledge" as a prerequisite for rational economic action (Weintraub 2003) .
Drawing again from Rees (1995) , another important difference between the two worldviews is in the perspective each takes on growth. While the ecological worldview appreciates the importance of growth, it also recognizes the existence of limits. Such limits do not necessarily impinge on a system's ability to improve and develop; rather, what is most important is its ability to constantly organize for increased efficiency (Giaoutzi 1990; Mollison 1990 ). The expansionist worldview, on the other hand, considers growth to be paramount and views limits to such growth as something that can and should be overcome. The question then becomes, in what instances might the growth mandate be superceded by growth-limiting strategies, derived from the premise that physical expansion is not necessary for continued community improvement through development? By realizing that the growth advocated under the expansionist worldview relates directly to human society or the economy as systems, the focus of attention can then perhaps be placed on the effects of such physical expansion on other, external systems, as well as its constituent subsystems. More important than growth to the success of a system is its resilience, which is the ability to absorb and recover from disturbance (Smith 1996; Munn, 1989) . Under these considerations, integration of the two worldviews can be achieved under the premise that no limit to growth should be overcome to achieve growth in one system if it pushes another system or subsystem beyond its capacity for resilience. This requires (1) the identification and delineation of relevant systems and subsystems and (2) the formulation of an estimate of their capacity to resist or recover from the effects of a particular disturbance (i.e., some activity being considered within the human system).
Successful efforts in the public sector to have reason, values, and development replace data, preferences, and growth as the basis on which decisions are made under specific conditions will result in changes to the so-called working rules. They will now begin to reflect an integration of both the expansionist and the ecological worldview, rather than the dominance of the former. With economics being one of the institutions subsumed within the broader culture, its theoretical framework will likewise experience change, moving away from the neoclassical school and toward the institutional. As a result of such movement, society will be positioned to develop more sustainably.
THE RELEVANCE OF PLANNING TO WORLDVIEW INTEGRATION
On the basis of existing evidence, there is little to suggest that economic theory is likely to achieve an integration of the expansionist and ecological worldviews. The long-term and continuing failure of the institutional school to supplant the neoclassical school as the dominant economic paradigm is evidence of the tenacity of the latter. However, a consideration of the noneconomic dimensions of the two worldviews reveals some opportunities for integration. Drawing on institutional economics, these opportunities can be used as a framework for planning interventions that will contribute to a change in the working rules and the full range of institutional transactions, including economic.
I propose four steps that can be taken by planners to improve their ability to contribute to an integration of the two worldviews and increase the extent to which the alternative, ecological worldview is institutionalized. These have been organized for discussion below under the headings of self-reflection, encouragement of a planning society, analysis of context, and application of a decision model.
Self-Reflection
One of the first steps a planner might take to improve his or her ability to integrate the expansionist and eco-logical worldviews is to better understand how his or her own values and preferences draw from both. Failure to take such stock will make it more difficult for him or her to serve effectively as either facilitator-which requires an ability to identify and relate to planning process participants-or expert informer-which requires thinking outside the so-called black box (i.e., the expansionist perspective). By strengthening and expanding the principles that define his or her ecological perspective and by recognizing and coming to terms with the limitations imposed by his or her expansionist perspective, a planner will be better able to improve the process and add new strategic dimensions to an expansionist-dominated planning effort. In essence, and following Kartez (1989) and Forester (1985) , respectively, such reflection can "emancipate" planners, and enable them to release themselves from self-imposed constraints.
Thus, when planners enter into a process totally convinced of the need for (for example) alternative modes of transportation (drawn from the ecological perspective), they will not be surprised by the strenuous counterarguments that emerge against such a strategy or the lack of adequate taxpayer support. Recognition of their own ownership of the countervailing views will make it possible for planners to not only better accept them, but also to engage in an incremental effort to creatively deconstruct them. Such deconstruction can only occur in a planning environment in which fears are acknowledged as valid and taking risks is recognized as essential to progress.
Encouragement of a Planning Society
I suggest that the kind of environment that is most conducive to integration of the two worldviews corresponds to Kartez's (1989) notion of a "planning society" in which there is a commitment to long-term education and collaboration. The encouragement of such commitment depends on planners understanding the longterm character of the educational component of sustainable development. As previously noted, one of the characteristics attributed to human beings is a tendency to make decisions and form opinions on the basis of anything other than the facts. If education is defined as the acquisition of "knowledge," which, in turn is accepted to consist of "facts" (as drawn from Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary 1980), then the effects of education (that is, the imparting of knowledge and facts) cannot be assumed to be quickly transforming. Furthermore, the fact that the education necessary for sustainable development will focus on doing and viewing things differently will tend to elicit a risk-averse response among those being educated, which is an extremely difficult reaction to counteract or mitigate (Kartez 1989) . These dynamics require an educational process that is incremental and, therefore, long-term.
The need for collaboration relates to the complexity and the inherently conflictual nature of sustainable development. Contributing, as indicated by Innes and Booher (1999) , to innovation and enhanced cooperation among a community's individuals and institutions, a collaborative process is consistent with the need for a collective break from the expansionist perspective. The capacity for such a break, however, varies among the people who compose that collective. Any top-down, one-size-fits-all attempt to integrate sustainable development into public policies is likely to be met with significant opposition regardless of the amount of socalled expert reasoning supplied because-once again-it will tend to elicit a risk-averse response. These, then, are the roots of the essential requirement of a collaborative approach to planning for sustainable development-to both avoid the emergence of strident opposition as well as produce the necessary innovation and cooperation.
Analysis of Context
The nature of the education and process necessary to integrate the two worldviews depends on the conditions and predispositions that exist among a community's individuals, organizations, and institutions. Therefore, an additional challenge for planners becomes determining where a community lies in terms of its collective perspective (i.e., the extent to which is it dominated by the expansionist over the ecological). Such determination will make it possible for planners to understand the range of policies and programs that are feasible and provide insight into how the educational and process dimensions can be organized for optimal progress in relation to a sustainable development agenda.
An opinion survey distributed to residents or planning process participants is one means to measure the sustainable development potential of a community. By drawing from the two worldviews, this survey can help planners determine the appropriate character and possible scope of visioning workshops and other participatory and educational dimensions of a citizen participation process. Provided in Table 1 are some of the key substantive and procedural dimensions that can be evaluated and sample questions that might be used. Because the answers to these questions will reveal the collective strength of the expansionist perspective among residents or planning process participants, planners will gain a better sense of the potential that exists for public policy changes.
Asking local stakeholders to provide a definition of sustainable development is a means by which the nature of their involvement in a planning process can be predicted. As discussed above, the words and phrases used can help planners determine if the definition reflects the expansionist or the ecological perspective or a merging of the two. Is the definition composed primarily of recognizable rhetoric or is it an original and thoughtful statement? On the basis of this analysis, stakeholder meetings can be organized so as to better A significant obstacle to wider embrace of the ecological worldview is the perception of ecology as a "frontier" area that lacks the requisite scientific rigor to serve as a basis for the formulation of public policy (Carley and Christie 1993, 67; di Castri and Hadley 1986) .
Sample question(s): How reliable are the principles of the science of ecology compared to those of chemistry?
Discounting continues to be considered to be a valid method of public policy analysis, despite the fact that it leads to a present-orientation that makes it difficult to adequately consider future effects of present actions and will detract from a community's ability to make decisions as citizens rather than consumers.
Sample question(s): How far into the future should future impacts be considered equal to present impacts in the making of public policy? How much control over your future do you feel that you have?
The expansionist worldview, with its roots in a Judeo-Christian foundation that holds man to have dominion over nature, views nature and the environment as serving the needs of society and economy rather than having a value of their own. Under the expansionist worldview, economic growth can be maintained indefinitely; The ecological worldview, on the other hand, holds growth to be limited by the Earth's carrying capacity, that is, its finite quantity of sources (for production) and sinks (for waste disposal) (Meadows, Meadows, and Randers 1992) . When translated into community goals and objectives, the former perspective will tend to downgrade the importance of open space and resource preservation relative to the need for development Sample question(s): Do you feel more strongly that nature is something to be utilized or something to be protected? Which do you feel is the more significant determinant of future economic growth, human ingenuity or natural resources?
The expansionist perspective tends to view economic activity as mechanistic and thus more rightly severed from public policy. As a result, it will be less receptive to the formulation of government policy that is potentially disruptive of market-related functions.
Sample question(s): How legitimate is the regulation of business as a function of government policy? How strongly do you feel that businesses should be held accountable for adverse social and environmental consequences?
Procedural dimensions The collaborative process model calls for wide and meaningful involvement of knowledgeable citizens and interest groups in the planning and decision-making process, as well as cooperation and coordination among government agencies. This procedural model is consistent with ecosystem theory, which emphasizes the importance of effective communication among a multitude of agents within a system as a prelude to coordinated and effective action (Lyle 1994; Giaoutzi 1990; Mollison 1990 ).
Sample question(s): How important it that a diversity of views be encouraged as input into public policy? How important is it that city government agencies coordinate their activities? How important is education as a means by which opinions should be formulated?
Under system theory, every system is a subsystem of some larger system on which it depends. Each subsystem is also an interacting agent within a system. Because the success of a system (e.g., a community) requires coordination of effort at both the inter-and intrasystemic level, it is necessary that decisions take into account external impacts and effects (Simon 1962; Mollison 1990 ).
Sample question(s): How much should consideration of people and environments in other countries be used to determine local actions? How important do you feel it is that your community's actions and plans be coordinated with those of other communities in the region?
balance the two perspectives. For example, if an organization uses the World Commission on Environment and Development definition of sustainable development, or if its definition includes such words as "price" and "utilize," the planner can recognize the organization as likely having only marginal potential to contribute to the furthering of a sustainable development agenda. On the other hand, a definition that is lengthy and multidimensional and includes such terms as "feedback" and "carrying capacity" might be the sign of an organization that can serve as a balance to the expansionist perspective. Planners can use this information to classify stakeholders engaged in a given planning process and to prepare an appropriate strategy. Finally, planners might undertake to classify various public policies and programs in relation to the components of the two worldviews, thereby increasing their ability to estimate the likelihood of their implementation. For example, under the expansionist perspective, greenway development-which increases residents' access to open space and community assets-would be more likely to be adopted than a wildlife corridor strategy, which protects open space for reasons related to biology. Likewise, a transfer of development rights program is less likely to meet resistance than an urban growth boundary, the latter of which is more threatening to the functions of the market. (In fact, both of these propositions are supported by survey results reported by Jepson 2003) .
Decision Model
I propose that the extent to which the expansionist and ecological worldviews are integrated at the local level depends on the context in which decisions are made and the characteristics of a particular proposal or strategy. The challenge facing planners is to formulate an appropriate response in terms of their role and the planning process. I further propose that (1) there are four possible roles that a planner can play in relation to the challenge of such worldview integration and (2) there is a consistent requirement across all roles for the detection and exposure/elimination of lies and distortions, as per critical theory (Forester 1980) . Technician. In this role, the planner is primarily concerned with the gathering and analysis of data and integrating this as information into the decision-making process (Christensen 1985; Forester 1982; Hudson 1979 ). Incremental facilitator. In this role, the planner enters a bargaining process in which actors are focused on achieving incremental change in relation to preferences, functional objectives, and the delivery of goods and services (Christensen 1985; Forester 1982; Hudson 1979) .
Transactive facilitator. In this role, the planner is a prime organizer of a bargaining process in which actors are focused on learning about each other and the issues, and the achievement of change consistent with values and the improvement of society (Fainstein and Fainstein 1982; Hudson 1979 ). Progressive advocate. In search of an overriding public interest, the planner in this role encourages and provides for the involvement of interest groups in the planning process to support his or her advocacy of particular goals and values (Kraushaar 1988; Forester 1982; Davidoff 1965 ).
Using the discussion above and in the preceding section as a basis, it is possible to formulate a decision model that can be used by planners to help them become better positioned to contribute to integration of the two worldviews and, therefore, increase the institutionalization of the alternative, ecological perspective. Assumed to be applied under the so-called planning society conditions as described above, this model would use context and project characteristics to help point to a particular method of evaluation and planner role as being most appropriate, as shown in Table 2 .
In Table 2 , project types are grouped according to project characteristics and then subgrouped according to context (i.e., Type 1a depicts a project with the same project characteristics as Type 1b but in a different context). Table 2 does not include all possible scenarios but is only intended to serve as an illustration as to how the two drivers (project characteristics and context) can help determine method and planner role. For example, a Type 1a project depicts an expansionist context combined with a high state of knowledge relative to a lowimpact expansionist project. This might involve the rehabilitation of a central city industrial site for new industrial use in a community that has suffered economic downturn. Under this combination of driversno conflict-the indicated approach is implementation of the project with the planner's role being that of technician. This method and role holds up under all Type 1 scenarios except the last, under a "d" context, where there is a conflict in worldviews. An illustration of this project type would be an industrial development project strongly supported by an influential development group or groups in a community that is predisposed to exaggerate or incorrectly perceive a threat to a valued environmental asset. In such a case, and keeping in mind that the intent is not replace the expansionist worldview with the ecological but rather to integrate them, it may be most appropriate for the planner to assume an advocacy role in support of the expansionist project. b. Determined through interest group evaluation. c. The extent to which decisions can be guided by actual knowledge of impacts. d. The extent to which the project is known or anticipated to exceed the resilience of other systems. e. The worldview with which the project is most consistent. f. The most appropriate methodological strategy(ies), where data = the presentation of adequate scientific data and/or analysis, values = consideration and application of collective values, and reason/logic = appeal to and application of reason and logic. g. The most appropriate planner role in relation to the methodological strategy(ies). h. The number of the project type relates to the project characteristic dimensions and the letter relates to the project context dimensions. A complete table based on this categorization methodology provides a means by which the appropriate planner role can be systematically identified.
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The Type 2b project involves worldview consensus (i.e., expansionist) in relation to an expansionist project with high system impacts that are difficult to document. In this case, interest groups are most likely to oppose the project, since they have a strong ecological perspective. Since this scenario involves a basic clash of values and a scarcity of scientific data, it is perhaps most appropriate for the planner to implement a transactive process in which citizens and interest groups are encouraged to engage in reasonable discussion about the relative merits of the project. On the other hand, a Type 3c project, in which conflict and impacts are both low, will probably only require the planner to facilitate an incremental process that focuses on a discussion of preferences.
CONCLUSION
Sustainable development is becoming increasingly accepted as a framework for planning. Planning documents are being prepared that have sustainable development as their conceptual basis. However, this basis is not being carried through into actual policies and programs. This paper proposes that the reconciliation and effective integration of two seemingly conflicting worldviews, the expansionistic and the ecological, may be a key to achieving more consistency between concept and action. The intersectional positioning of sustainable development between two worldviews makes it, in the words of Kartez (1989) , particularly prone to "wildly different conclusions" and the holding of views with extreme "rigidity." Therefore, what is needed for its furtherance are planners as leaders who (1) understand and appreciate the roots and dimensions of these two perspectives as they exist both within themselves as well as in others and (2) have a clear notion as to appropriate method and role under varying circumstances. Such understanding on the part of planners will contribute to their ability to act as facilitators, appropriately identify stakeholders, provide relevant information, propose viable alternatives, and administer constructive, collaborative processes. As planners succeed in these ways, an integration of the two worldviews may begin to occur and communities may find themselves increasingly better able to absorb the range of challenges and contradictions that are intrinsic to development in today's world. NOTE 1. A detailed, point-by-point property or quality comparison of the expansionist and ecological worldviews can be found in Rees (1995) .
